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Abstract

Extended formulations are an important tool in polyhedral combinatorics. Many
combinatorial optimization problems require an exponential number of inequalities
when modeled as a linear program in the natural space of variables. However, by adding
artificial variables, one can often find a small linear formulation, i.e., one containing
a polynomial number of variables and constraints, such that the projection to the
original space of variables yields a perfect linear formulation. Motivated by binary
optimal control problems with switching constraints, we show that a similar approach
can be useful also for optimization problems in function space, in order to model the
closed convex hull of feasible controls in a compact way. More specifically, we present
small extended formulations for switches with bounded variation and for dwell-time
constraints. For general linear switching point constraints, we devise an extended
model linearizing the problem, but show that a small extended formulation that is
compatible with discretization cannot exist unless P = NP.

Keywords. binary optimal control, switching time optimization, convexification,
extended formulations

1 Introduction

Optimal control problems with discrete-valued control variables are a rather recent topic
in infinite-dimensional optimization. The joint consideration of ODE- or PDE-constraints
with combinatorial restrictions leads to new challenges and insights both on the optimal
control and on the discrete optimization side. In this paper, we focus on the setting where a
binary control function varies over a continuous time horizon [0, 7] and assume that a set of
admissible controls U is given, containing all feasible switching patterns w: [0, 7] — {0,1}.
Moreover, we assume throughout that all u € U have bounded variation, i.e., that u switches
between 0 and 1 only a finite number of times. However, unlike in other approaches, we do
not discretize the problem a priori, so that every point in [0, 7] remains a potential switching
point. A rigorous formulation of these assumptions requires a formal introduction of the
function spaces in which we model the set U, for this we refer to Section

While many approaches presented in the literature for solving optimal control problems over
such a set U are heuristic and depend on a predefined discretization [13] 14}, [15], we recently
proposed a branch-and-bound algorithm for solving such problems to global optimality in
function space [Bl [0 [7]. The core of the latter approach is the understanding of the closed
convex hull conv(U) of the feasible set U and its outer description by linear inequalities
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in function space. Depending on the structure of U, the separation problem for conv(U)
may be intractable even for a given discretization. For two classes of constraints, namely
for the case of bounded variation and for the so-called minimum dwell-time constraints, we
however exploit that the separation problem after discretization can be solved in polynomial
time. Both types of constraints have been considered in the literature before. The former
constraint just bounds the number of switchings by a constant [I3], [14], while the latter
requires that two switchings do not follow each other too closely in time [I5].

From a combinatorial optimization perspective, this situation suggests a closer look at the
complexity of a given class of switching constraints. It turns out, however, that a simple
extension of the NP-hardness concept of finite-dimensional optimization to function spaces
is not possible, since the complexity of the discretized problem may actually depend on
the discretization, or, more precisely, on the number of grid cells used; see Example
Nevertheless, the tractability of relevant classes of switching constraints in finite dimension
paves the way for the transfer of well-studied tools from discrete optimization to the infinite-
dimensional setting.

One such tool are extended formulations. Many combinatorial optimization problems require
an exponential number of inequalities when modeled as a linear program in the natural
space of variables. However, by adding artificial variables, one can often find a small linear
formulation, i.e., one containing a polynomial number of variables and constraints, such that
the projection to the original space of variables yields the convex hull of the original feasible
set; see [9] for a survey containing both examples and abstract results. In the present paper,
we argue that the same approach can be useful also for optimization problems in function
space. More specifically, our aim is to devise small extended formulations in function space
for some relevant types of constraints U, such that the projection to the original space of
variables agrees with conv(U); see Section B for a precise definition.

For the above-mentioned cases of bounded variation and dwell-time constraints, we show
that such small extended formulations indeed exist; see Section dand SectionBl Both proofs
are based on corresponding results on the existence of extended formulations in the finite-
dimensional case. Roughly speaking, the extended formulations in function space can be
viewed as limits of the finite-dimensional formulations when the number of grid cells goes to
infinity. In particular, the formulations are compatible with discretization in a certain sense.
The use of these extended formulations within the branch-and-bound algorithm of [7] could
be an alternative for the outer approximation algorithm presented in [6], which requires the
repeated dynamic separation of violated cutting planes and subsequent re-optimizations.
The extended formulations lead to exactly the same dual bounds without the need of any
separation loop.

It follows that, for the two mentioned types of constraints, discretization leads to extended
formulations in finite dimension that are already known in the literature. However, the
advantage of having at hand an extended formulation in function space, as opposed to
the first-discretize-then-optimize paradigm, is twofold. Firstly, it shows that “in the limit”
the model is consistent, so that artifacts arising only from the discretization are avoided.
E.g., it may happen that all discretizations of an optimal control problem admit optimal
solutions while the original problem in function space does not. This shows the necessity
of having a well-defined model in function space in the first place before considering its
discretizations. Secondly, discretization leads to a smaller feasible region and thus only
allows to derive a primal bound for the problem in function space. Instead, an extended
formulation in function space could, e.g., be dualized in function space and then discretized,
so that a safe dual bound could be computed, which would be much more valuable within
a branch-and-bound algorithm or similar approaches.

The situation is different for general switching point constraints as considered in Section
Here, we parametrize the binary control by the finitely many switching points and require
that these switching points satisfy certain linear constraints; this generalizes the minimum



dwell-time constraints. For this class, we show that a small extended formulation that is
compatible with discretization cannot exist unless P =NP. This is not only the case for a
fixed discretization, but also when the discretization may be refined. This result is essentially
obtained by showing that the corresponding sets U after discretization become intractable,
i.e., it is NP-hard to optimize a given linear objective function over the latter sets.

2 Function Spaces and Discretization

In order to show our main results on the existence of extended formulations, or even to
define the concept of extended formulations in infinite dimension, we first need to introduce
some notation concerning appropriate function spaces and discretization. However, we will
limit ourselves to essential definitions and observations here. For more details, we refer the
reader to the monographs [I, 4] or [2].

2.1 The Space L? and Distributional Derivatives

Given an open subset 2 C R, we address optimization problems in the reflexive Banach
space L?(Q) consisting of all Lebesgue measurable functions u: Q — R such that |u|? is
Lebesgue integrable, equipped with the norm

1/2
|ullL2(0) = (/ |u(t)|2dt) ,
)

In L2(2), two functions are identified if they only differ on a Lebesgue null set, i.e., elements
of L2(Q2) are formally defined as equivalence classes of functions. In particular, pointwise
evaluations are not well-defined for u € L?*(Q), and all constraints on u discussed in the
following can only be required almost everywhere (a.e.) in €. Nevertheless, as is common,
we will frequently specify an element u € L?(Q) by a pointwise definition of a representative
of the equivalence class u.

We write u, — w if u,, converges strongly to u in L*(2), i.e., if [Ju—un||r2(q) — 0 for n — oo,
For u € L*(Q), the distributional derivative Du is the linear functional on C2°(£2) defined by

Du(y) = — /Q u(t)g (1) dt Vi € C(Q) |

where C2°(€2) denotes the set of all smooth functions ¢: Q — R with compact support. If
there exists a function w € L?(Q) such that

Du(g) = /Q w(t)p(t)dt Vg € C2(9)

it is called the weak derivative of u and denoted by u’. If u is a differentiable function in the
classical sense, the weak derivative u’ agrees with the usual deriative, which follows from
integration by parts.

In the following, we will write Du > 0 if
Du(p) 20 Vo eCX(Q),9=0.

In this case, the function u is monotonically increasing (outside a null set). The following
observation shows that non-negativity of the distributional derivative is a closed condition.

Lemma 2.1. Let u, € L*(Q) with Du, > 0 for all n € N. If u,, converges strongly to u
in L?(Q2), then Du > 0.



Proof. Given any fixed ¢ € C°(f), first note that

| [ [ uo-¢ @] < lun -l 110 0
Q Q

for n — oo since ||un — ul|L2(q) — 0 by assumption. If ¢ > 0, we then have

Du(p) = /Qu(t)(—gol(t)) dt = lim [ u,(t)(—=¢'(t))dt = lim Du,(p) >0,

n—00 Q n—00

which shows Du > 0. O

To conclude this subsection, we mention a technical statement that will be helpful in some
of the following proofs. Here, we use the Sobolev space H{ (), which can be defined as the
closure of C°(£2) with respect to the norm

Y
lellmr @) = (lell2@ + 119 1172(0)) .
where ¢’ denotes the weak derivative of ¢ defined above. The latter definition, together

with the definition of Du > 0 given above, immediately implies

Lemma 2.2. Let u € L*(Q) with Du > 0 and let p € H(Q) such that ¢ > 0. Then we
have — [ u(t)¢'(t)dt > 0.

For a detailed introduction to Sobolev spaces, we refer the reader to the literature [T, 2] [4].

2.2 Functions of Bounded Variation

Throughout this paper, we will consider functions of bounded variation defined on . For
a precise definition, consider the seminorm on L?(f2) given by

lulpy(q) == sup / u(t)e' (t)dt .
pecE (@) Ja
[l <1
We then define
BV(Q) := {u e L*(Q): |ulpv(a) < o} .

The distributional derivative Du of a function w € BV (£2) can be represented by a finite
signed regular Borel measure on 2. More formally, for each u € BV (Q2) there exists such a
measure p with

Du(w):/deu Vp € C2(Q) ,

which we will denote by Ou in the following. The Jordan decomposition theorem then allows
to write Qu = (Qu)* — (du)~, where (Gu)™ and (Gu)~ are non-negative measures on 2, and
this decomposition is unique. Setting |Qu| := (Ju)™ + (du)~ and using [I, Theorem 6.26] we
obtain [u|gy (qy = [0u|(Q2), i.e., the variation of u is the total variation of the measure Ou.

In our proofs, we will make extensive use of u™,u~ € L?(2) defined by
ut(t) == (Ou)* (2N (—o0,t]), u (t) := (Ou)~ (2N (—o0,1]) .

Since ut is Lebesgue measurable and [|[u™]||Leq) < (Ju)™(2), we can use Fubini’s theorem
and obtain

(Du™)(p) = —/QuJF(t)SD/(t)dt: —/Q (/QX(foo,t](T)d@u)*(ﬂ)@’(t)dt
- [ (fxcsams o a) oo = [ oo o)

2 N——
=X[r,00) (1)



for all p € C2°(2), so that Du™ is represented by the measure (Ju)* and analogously Du~
is represented by (Ou)~. Moreover, it follows that [u™|gv (o) + [u”|pv(Q) = |ulpv () and
hence ut,u~ € BV (Q) with 9(u™) = (Ou)t > du and d(u~) = (u)~ > —du.

In this paper, we are mostly interested in functions v € BV (Q2) with u(t) € {0,1} for almost
all t € Q. Up to null sets, these functions can thus be viewed as binary switches that change
only a finite number of times in €. In our formulations, we will assume moreover that the
considered time horizon is [0, 7], for T' € Q, and that the switch is zero at the beginning
of this time horizon. For modeling this, given any S C R, we introduce the notation

BV,(0,T;8) :={u € BV(-00,T): u =0 a.e. in (—0,0), u € S ae. in (0,7)} .

Here and in the following, we shortly write that u has some property a.e. in Q if u(t) has
this property for almost all ¢ € Q. Now u € BV, (0,T; S) ensures that du((—00,0)) = 0 and

[u| By (— o0,y = [0u|({0}) + [u| By (0,7)

for all u € L?(—o00,T), i.e., the initial value of u in the time horizon [0,7] is taken into
account. Analogously, we will use the notation

L2(0,T;8) := {u € L*(~o0,T): u =0 a.e. in (—00,0), u € S a.e. in (0,T)}
and shortly write L2(0,T) and BV, (0,T) for LZ(0,T;R) and BV, (0,T;R), respectively. By
these definitions, each function u € BV, (0,T) now has a representative t — du([0,]).
2.3 Discretization and Approximation by Piecewise Constant Functions

Since we are mostly interested in binary functions, a natural approach for discretization
uses piecewise constant functions. For simplicity, we will concentrate on equidistant grids
throughout the paper. Given a number N € N of grid cells and v € RY, let 7 € L2(0,7') be
the piecewise constant function defined by

v=v on ((i—1)%,iL), i=1,....,N.

Conversely, given u € L2(0,T), let uny € R be defined by the piecewise averages

2

(un)s = %/( u(t) dt

0%

fori =1,...,N. Clearly, we then have (v)xy = v for all v € RY. For the following, we further

introduce the notation ujy) := (un) € L2(0,T) for u € L%(0,7), i.e., upy) arises from u by
replacing its function values by their piecewise averages on the intervals ((z — 1)%, z%)

Definition 2.3. Let U C L?(0,T) and N € N. Then the discretization Uy of U is defined
as the subset U N {u: uw € RN} of U.

By this definition, the discretization Uy consists of piecewise constant functions. However,
we will sometimes identify Uy with a subset of RY, namely via the correspondence between
a vector v € RY and the piecewise constant function .

Lemma 2.4. For every U C L2(0,T), we have conv(Uy) C conv(U)y.

Proof. Let u € conv(Uy) C L2(0,T)y and choose \; >0 and v’ € Uy CU fori=1,...,k
such that Zle Ai=landu = Zle Aju’. Then u € conv(U) and hence u € conv(U)y. O



Figure 1: Approximation of a function of bounded variation by its piecewise averages
according to Lemma a given function u € BV, (0,T) (upper left) and the piecewise
averages (4], u[s], and u[g].

Note that conv(Ux) # conv(U)x in general. For a simple example, let U = {x[0,1], X[1,2]}
with T' = 2, where x4 denotes the characteristic function of A C R. Then Uy = ) for all
odd N € N, since each v € Uy must be constant on [%, M] but then v ¢ U. On the
other hand, we have $x(0,2 € conv(U)y for all N.

The following observation is a central ingredient in our proofs presented in the subsequent
sections. It shows that a function v € L?(0,T) can be approximated by its piecewise averages
provided that u has bounded variation; see Figure [l for an illustration.

Lemma 2.5. Let u € BV,(0,T). Then the piecewise averages ujy) strongly converge to u
in L2(0,T) for N — oo.

Proof. Given N € N, we first claim that |[u — (un)i||p (1) < |ulpv (s, foralli=1,..., N,
where we set I; := ((i — 1)%,i% ). Indeed, for almost all ¢ € I; we have

%
ult) — ()il = N\/ u(®) ~u(r) dr+ [ u(t) ~ ulr) dr]
(1-1) T P ———
=0u((7,t]) =—0u((¢t,7])
t i%
N N
< ¥([ u(mayar+ [ oul () ar)
(i_l)%h\,—/ t ———
<[0ul(l:) <[oul(li)
< |oul|(L;) = |ulpv )

where Qu((t1,t2]) = 0u([0,t2]) — Ou(([0,t1]) = u(ta) —u(t1) for almost all t1,ts € I;, t1 < to
using the representative ¢ — du([0,]) of u mentioned above. We now derive

T
= wlfsor = [ (O = u©F
N
= [ fut) = (uy)il*dt
i=17 1
N
< Y Fllu— (un)illze 1y
=1
N
< Z%|U|BV > %|u|2BV(700,T)7

i=1

and the latter expression converges to zero for N — oo since |u| gy (—oo,r) is finite. The first
inequality in this chain follows from Holder’s inequality, the second from the claim shown
above, and the last one from the fact that the intervals I; form a partition of (0, 7). O



We finally note that, if Du > 0, the monotonicity of u is also reflected in the discretization:

Lemma 2.6. Let u € L2(0,T) with Du > 0. Then (un)y > (un)n—1 > -+ > (un)1 > 0.

Proof. For i =0,..., N, define ¢;: R — R by

0 for t € (—oo, (i — 1) L],
pit) =S t—(i—-1)% forte[i-1)L,iZ],
% for t € [Z%,oo)

Then, for i = 1,..., N, the function ;1 — ¢; is non-negative and belongs to H}(—o0,T),
since it vanishes at —% and T. Using Du > 0, Lemma 2.2 now yields

T
| o - vl awuar=o.

This implies
T N
()i = X / S(tyu(t)d > X / 1 (ult) dt

and the latter integral is (uy);—1 for i = 2,..., N and zero for i = 1. O

3 Extended Formulations

Our aim is to devise extended formulations for binary switching constraints on a continuous
time horizon [0,7T]. More precisely, we investigate specific subsets U C BV,(0,T;{0,1})
that are bounded in BV, (0,T;{0,1}), meaning that there exists a uniform bound o € Q4
such that |u|gy(—c,r) < o for all u € U. Using the lower semicontinuity of | - | gy (—oo,1),
one can show that this assumption guarantees that conv(U) is still contained in BV, (0,T).
Here and in the following, all closures are taken in L2(0,7).

Definition 3.1. An extended formulation of U C BV,(0,T) is a set U™t C L2(0,T)%+!
satisfying the following conditions:

(e1) The projection of U to the first coordinate agrees with conv(U).

(e2) The formulation is linear, i.e., the elements (u, 21, ...,2q) € U™ can be characterized
by finitely many constraints, each of which is either of the form

L(u,z1,...,24) > 0 a.e. in (0,T)

or of the form
DL(u,z1,...,24) >0
for a continuous affine-linear operator L: L2(0,T)%+1 — L2(0,T).

The extended formulation is called small if the number of controls d+1 as well as the number
of constraints describing U according to (e2) are polynomial in the input size.

Herein, the projection of U to the first coordinate is defined as the set
{ue L2(0,7): 321,...,2q € L2(0,T) s.t. (u,21,...,24) € U™} .

Polynomiality in the input size is a very common requirement in combinatorial optimization.
Nonetheless, in the infinite-dimensional setting, it calls for some clarification. Obviously,
the concept is only well-defined when the sets U under consideration belong to a class that
can be finitely parametrized, i.e., an individual instance U from the class is fully determined



by a finite input. To emphasize this, all input parameters except for T" will be part of the
notation for all problem classes investigated in the subsequent sections.

In finite dimension, extended formulations of polynomial size are usually called “compact”.
However, in our context, this term would be ambiguous, since it could also refer to the
compactness of the set U in the Banach space L2(0,T)?*!. For this reason, we use the
notion of smallness instead of compactness throughout this paper.

The next result shows that every extended formulation is closed in L2(0,T)%*!. Moreover,
the projection in Definition Bl is always closed if the extended formulation is bounded.

Lemma 3.2. Every extended formulation US** is convex and closed in L2(0,T)**. More-
over, if U™ is bounded in L2(0,T)%*!, then the projection of US** to the first coordinate is
convez and closed in L2(0,T).

Proof. Clearly, all constraints described in Condition (e2) of Definition Bl are convex. To
show closedness, let L: L2(0,T)%** — L2(0,T) be any continuous and affine-linear operator.
Then constraints of type L(u,z1,...,24) > 0 are obviously closed, while constraints of
type DL(u, 21, ...,24) > 0 are closed by Lemma 2.T]

Now assume that Ut is bounded in L2(0,T)%*! and let U’ be the projection of U®** to
the first coordinate. Then clearly U’ is convex. To show closedness, let u, be a sequence
in U’ that strongly converges to some u € L%(0,T). For n € N, choose (21)n, .-, (za)n
in L2(0,T) with (un, (21)n, - -, (24)n) € U, Since U®** is bounded in the reflexive Banach
space L2(0, 7)™+, there exists a subsequence of (U, (21)n, - - -, (24)n) converging weakly to
some (u', 21, ...,2q) € U™t But u, converges strongly to u by assumption, hence we must
have u' = u, so that u belongs to U’. Thus U’ is closed in L2(0,T). O

In finite dimension, the main relevance of small extended formulations stems from the fact
that they provide efficient and elegant approaches to solving combinatorial optimization
problems, by reformulating them as polynomial-size linear programs. In order to derive a
similar result in function space, it is necessary that the extended formulations carry over to
the discretization of the problem. This is formalized in the following definition.

Definition 3.3. An extended formulation U** of U is compatible with discretization if for
all N € N the following conditions hold:

(c1) the projection of (UY)y to the first coordinate agrees with conv(Uy),
¢2) the affine-linear operators L defining U™ map L2(0, )4 to L2(0,T)n, and
* N *
c3) the coefficients of the restrictions L|, , at+1 can be computed in polynomial time.
£2(0,T)
2001y
Note that the restrictions mentioned in (c3) map L2(0,T)%™ to L2(0,T)n according to (c2),

so that they can be identified with affine-linear functions R(4tDYN — RN which are defined
by polynomially many coefficients.

Using Definition B.3] we now have

Theorem 3.4. Assume that U admits a small extended formulation U that is compatible
with discretization. Then, for fited N € N, the discretization Uy of U is tractable, i.e., for
any c € L2(0,T) given by its piecewise averages cy, the linear objective function

(3.1) /0 c(tu(t)dt

can be minimized over u € Un in polynomial time.



Proof. Given (u,z1,...,24) € L2(0,T)n, we have (u,z1,...,zq4) € (U™")y if and only if
the constraints in Condition (e2) of Definition B1] are satisfied by (u, 21,. .., 2z,). By Con-
dition (c1), minimizing B1]) over u € Uy or, equivalently, over u € conv(Uy), thus reduces
to minimizing the same linear function over (u, z1,...,24) € (U™")y. Identifying elements
of L2(0,T)y with vectors in RY, the latter in turn reduces to the minimization of c¢ju
subject to constraints of type L(@,z1,...,24) > 0 and DL(%,z7,...,Z3) > 0, where the vari-
ables are u, z1, . .., zg € RY. By the smallness of the extended formulation and by (c2), the
latter constraints translate to polynomially many affine-linear constraints in (u, 21, ..., 24),
the coeflicients of which can be computed efficiently by Condition (c3). In summary, the
minimization problem reduces to the solution of a polynomial-size linear program in dimen-
sion (d + 1)N. O

Note that the running time for minimization over Uy obtained in the above proof is only
pseudopolynomial in IV, as N enters the dimension of the resulting linear program.

Formally, the set (U®")y is not an extended formulation of Uy when interpreting elements
of Uy and (U®*')y as piecewise constant functions rather than finite-dimensional vectors,
as in Definition 23] Indeed, the linear description derived from U®** does not guarantee
that the functions are piecewise constant, i.e., it does not completely describe (U®t)y.

Theorem B4 states that small and compatible extended formulations immediately lead to
tractable discretizations, independent of the chosen number N of grid cells. However, de-
pending on the context, it may be enough from a practical point of view to obtain a tractable
discretization after a suitable refinement of the grid. As we will see in the following, it may
well happen that a discretization turns tractable only after increasing the number of grid
cells. For this reason, we also consider the following weaker condition:

Definition 3.5. An extended formulation U of U is weakly compatible with discretiza-
tion if for all M € N one can efficiently compute some ¢ € N which is polynomial in M such
that Conditions (c1) to (c3) of Definition[3.3 hold for N = {M.

To clarify the polynomiality condition in this definition, it is required that ¢ can be computed
in polynomial time from the input of the problem, i.e., the input defining the instance U
within the given class of feasible sets, and from M. Moreover, the value of ¢ must be
polynomial in the value of M. This is crucial since the dimension of the linear programs
resulting from discretization is linear in the number of grid cells. For a fixed problem input,
the size of the linear program thus increases only polynomially by the refinement.

If U admits a small and weakly compatible extended formulation, it follows directly from
Theorem [34] that for any M € N one can efficiently compute some £ € N polynomial in M
such that Uy, is tractable. It depends on the given setting which of the two concepts of
compatibility is appropriate: if the discretization can be arbitrarily refined by the user, a
weakly compatible extended formulation is enough to obtain tractable discretizations.

4 Fixed Bound on the Variation

Our first goal is to devise an extended formulation for the case where a fixed bound on the
variation is the only restriction on the set of feasible controls; this case has been investigated
in [I3], 14, 5]. We thus consider the set

U(U) = {u € BV*(Oa T {07 1}) |u|BV(—oo,T) < U}

for given 0 € N. A natural convex relaxation of U(c) arises from omitting the binarity
constraint on the control, we then obtain

U(o)™ = {u € BV,(0,T;[0,1)): |ulpv(—oor) <0} -



Note that the set U(c)™! is convex and, by the lower semicontinuity of | - | Bv(o,) and the
boundedness of U(c)™! in BV (0,T), also closed in L2(0,T). We now show that U(c)™! can
be obtained as the projection of a very small extended formulation, where a single additional
function z keeps track of the accumulated variation of u.

Theorem 4.1. The set
U(o)eet .= {u e L%(0,T;[0,1]), z € L?(0,T;[0,0]): Dz > Du, Dz > —Du}
is a small extended formulation of U (o)™ which is compatible with discretization.

Proof. In the format of Definition Bl the constraints in the above formulation explicitly
readu>0,—u+1>0,2>0,—24+0 >0, D(z—u) >0, and D(z+u) > 0, where 1 and o
denote the functions being constantly 1 and o, respectively. Condition (e2) of Definition B
as well as smallness are thus obvious, so it suffices to show Condition (el) and compatibility
with discretization.

We first show Condition (el). Given (u,z) € U(o)™"** we observe that z is essen-
tially bounded by ¢ and monotonically increasing by Dz > 0. Thus z € BV,(0,T), such
that Dz can be represented by a regular Borel measure 0z satisfying 8z((—o0,T)) < o.
Now for every ¢ € C°(—00,T), we have Ymax, Pmin € Hg(—00,T) for ¢max := max{y,0}
and pmin := —min{p, 0} and the weak derivatives satisfy ¢’ = ¢! . . —¢! ... Using Dz > Du
and Dz > —Du together with Lemma 2.2 we derive

T T T
[ damwa = - [ dncuma- [ dound

—o00 —o0 —

IN

T T
—/ %mwaww—/ Glaan (1)2(8))

— 00 — 00

T T
/ Pmax daZ + / $Pmin d@z

T
[ idlaoz < ool

rel

Since ¢ was arbitrary, this implies u € BV, (0,T) with |u|py(—s, 1) < 0, thus u € U(0)
For the other direction, let v € U(c)™ and define z € L2(0,T) by z(t) := |0u|((—o0, 1))
for t € [0,T]. Then clearly (u,z) € U(co)*"** and hence u belongs to the projection
of U(a)*h**t to the first coordinate.

To show compatibility with discretization, first consider Condition (c1) of Definition B3land
let u € (U(0)™)n C U(0)™. Defining z(t) = |Ou|((—o0,t)) again, we obtain that z is piece-
wise constant on the same grid as u. Thus z € L2(0,T)x and (u, 2) € (U(0)"4**") 5, hence u
belongs to the projection of (U(c)***) y to the first component. For the reverse inclusion,
let u belong to the latter projection. Choose z € L2(0,T)n with (u,2) € (U(o)™bext)y.
Then u € U(o)™ follows from Condition (el) already shown above and u € L2(0,T)y
follows from the choice of u, thus u € U (o). This shows (c1).

Finally, the remaining conditions (c2) and (c3) of Definition are obviously satisfied:
given N € N, the discretized constraints read u; > 0, —u; +1 >0, z; > 0, —z; + 0 > 0,
(Zi — ul) - (Zifl — ui,l) Z O, and (Zl + ’U,Z) — (Zi,1 + ’U,ifl) Z 0 for i = 1, . .,N. O

By Theorem ] the projection of U(c)™** to the first coordinate yields a relaxation for
the set U(c). However, it can be shown that conv(U (o)) is strictly contained in U(o)™! in
general; see [0, Counterexample 3.1]. In other words, the formulation in Theorem 1] is not
an extended formulation for U(c) in general. Our next goal is thus to devise an extended
formulation that instead projects to conv(U(o)).

10



Figure 2: Illustration of the extended formulation U(c)®** for ¢ = 6. A feasible control u
is shown on the left hand side, the control z := u* is added on the right hand side.

We construct such a formulation by first considering the discretized problem, for which an
extended formulation has been presented in [8] Section 4.5]: assuming that o is even, the
projection of
(U(o)n)™ = {ue0,1], ze RN:
U; — Uij—1 gzi—zi_l for i = 1,...,N,
0<zm <zm<---<ay<$})

to the wu-space coincides with conv(U(o)y), where again we identify piecewise constant
functions with finite-dimensional vectors. This follows from [8] Lemma 4.29] using the
substitution z; < Z;‘:l zj. In this model, we define zp = up = 0, but do not eliminate these
variables for sake of a simpler formulation. The first constraint thus reduces to u; < z7.

We now turn our attention back to the infinite-dimensional setting and show that conv(U (o))
can be described by an extended formulation that is inspired by the formulation (U (o) )®**.
For this, define

U(o)®™* = {u € L}¥(0,T;[0,1]), z € L¥(0,T5[0,4]): Dz > Du, Dz >0} .

For an illustration of this construction, see Figure[2l Using this, we now obtain an extended
formulation of U(o).

Theorem 4.2. Let o be even. Then U(o)®™' is a small extended formulation of U(c) which
is compatible with discretization.

Proof. Again, Condition (e2) of Definition Bl and smallness are easily verified, so it suffices
to show Condition (el) as well as compatibility. First assume that (u,2) € U(c)®**. By
Lemma 2.5 we then have (u[N},z[N}) — (u,z) for N — oo. By construction, it follows
that uy € [0,1]Y and zy € [0, %]" for all N € N. Morcover, applying Lemma 2.6 to both z
and z—w yields (zn); — (25 )i—1 2 0and (zn)i— (2n)i—1 > (uN) —(un)i—1. In summary, we
thus have (un,zn) € (U(0)n)®**. Hence uy € conv(U(o)n) and thus upy) € conv(U(0)),
using the finite-dimensional extended formulation. This shows u € conv(U(0)).

Now let u € conv(U(c)). For showing that u belongs to the projection of U(c)®** to the first

coordinate, we may assume u € U(o) by Lemma Define z := u™. Then z € L2(0,T)
with Dz > Du and Dz > 0, thus also z > 0 almost everywhere. Moreover,

8u+([0, T)) + ou™ ([0, T)) < |u|BV(7oo,T) <o

and, since u < 1 almost everywhere, we have

9ut(0,7)) = 9u™ ([0, 7)) = 9u([0,7)) <

Summing up, we derive 9z([0,T)) = du™([0,T)) < ZEL. Since 8z([O,T)) is integer and o

is even, this implies 82([0, T)) < % and hence 2 < § alrnost everywhere.

Finally, Condition (cl) of Definition follows directly from the fact that (U(o)®*")y
corresponds to the finite-dimensional extended formulation (U (o) x)®** of U (o) N, while (¢2)
and (c3) are again obvious. O

11



The preceding proof is a blueprint for similar results on extended formulations in function
space, provided that an extended formulation for the discretized problem is known. The
compatibility with discretization follows easily in this situation. The first inclusion of (el)
is shown by approximating an element of the supposed extended formulation by piecewise
constant functions according to Lemma and then using the finite-dimensional result,
while for the other inclusion an explicit construction of z1,..., z4 from wu is proposed.

Note that the exact extended formulation U(c)®** of U(o) is defined by the same number of
constraints as the extended formulation U ()%™ of the relaxation U(c)*!. The difference
between the two formulations is that the exact formulation only counts the positive variation
and bounds it by Z, while the relaxed formulation bounds the total variation by o.

In the case of odd o, one can use [8, Lemma 4.30] to show that an extended formulation
of U(o) is given by

U(o)*" == {u e L¥0,T5[0,1]), z € L}(0,T;[0,%5]): Dz > —Du, Dz >0} .

The proof is very similar to the proof of Theorem Instead of bounding the positive
variation by 2, as in the case of even o, we now bound the negative variation by 074

5 Minimum Dwell-time Constraints

We next consider the important class of minimum dwell-time constraints, which are also
called min-up/min-down constraints in the literature; see [11}, [12} 3] for the finite-dimensional
and [I5] for the infinite-dimensional case. Given L, € Q4 with L +1 > 0 as input, the
feasible set U(L,!) now consists of all u € BV, (0,T;{0,1}) such that, when switching up u
at time 7, no switching down occurs in [r,7 4+ L), and analogously, when switching down u
at 7, no switching up occurs in [r,7 +1). Rajan and Takriti [12] have devised the following
extended formulation for U(L,l)y for the case L,l € N, where we have applied the same
substitution of z-variables as in the previous section:

(UL, )§)™" = {ue0,1]V, ze RY:

2 — Zier < Uu; fori=L+1,...,N,
Zi — 2o <1 —wuiyg fori=101+1,...,N,
Zi— Zi_1 > U; —u;_1 fori=1,..., N,

zi —2i—1 >0 forizl,...,N}.

Here 2y and ug are again defined as zero. In order to exploit this model for general L,l € Q,
the number of grid cells N must be chosen such that NL/7, N/7 € N, as we will see in the
proof of Theorem [5.1] below (which in practice represents a fairly severe restriction).

To obtain an extended formulation for the infinite-dimensional set conv(U (L, 1)), we first
define a continuous linear map

Vi L3(0,T) — L2(0,T)

for given r € Ry by V,.(2)(t) = z(t — r), i.e., V, shifts z to the right by r. Note that, by the
definition of L2(0,T), this implies V,.(z) = 0 a.e. in (—oo,r). Now consider the following
formulation, inspired by the extended formulation of Rajan and Takriti:

U(L, 1) == {ue L¥0,T;[0,1]), z € L2(0,T;[0,0]):

(5.1a) z—=Vi(2) <u,
(5.1b) 2 Vi(2) <1 Vi(uw).
(5.1c) Dz > Du, Dz >0} .

Here we define o := [2T/r+1]. This value of ¢ is large enough to make the upper bound on z
redundant, it is only used to ensure that U(L,1)*** is bounded in L2(0, 7).

12



Theorem 5.1. The set U(L,1)*** is a small extended formulation of U(L,1) which is weakly
compatible with discretization.

Proof. Again, Condition (e2) of Definition Bl as well as smallness are easily verified, so it
suffices to show Condition (el) and weak compatibility. So let (u, z) € U(L,1)***. We again
have

(urnys 2187) — (u, 2) for N — oo

by Lemma Now choose ¢ € N such that ¢L/T and #/T are both integer and consider the
subsequence given by indices Ny := k¢, k € N. We claim that

(5.2) (uny, 2N, ) € (UNKL/7, Nel/7) 5, )Y for all k € N .

First note that uy, € [0,1]V* and 2y, € RY* by construction. Moreover, Lemma 2.0 again
yields (zn, )i — (2N, )i—1 > (uny, )i — (un, )i—1 and (zn, )i — (2N, )i—1 > 0 using (BId). Finally,

(i=Ne /)

(znvi)i = (2N Jimmprye = %/ 2(t)dt — D 2(t) dt

T
"Ny
(z‘—l)le (i—NkL/T—l)le
i i

_ T/ S [ v d

(i) 7 (i) 7

(

and the remaining constraint can be shown analogously using (5.ID). This concludes the
proof of (52). The result of Rajan and Takriti now shows uy, € conv(U (NvL/T, Nel/T)N,)
for all k € N, yielding uy,) € conv(U(L,1)), which implies v € conv(U (L, )).

For showing the other inclusion, we may assume u € U(L,1) by LemmaB.2l Define z := u™.
Then we have Dz > Du and Dz > 0. Moreover, the linear inequality (G.1al) follows from
the definition of U(L,l) then. Indeed, we obtain z — Vi (z) = u™ — Vo (ut) € {0,1} a.e.
from the definition of U(L,), since u can switch up at most once in any time interval of
length L. If ut — V(uT) = 1 a.e. in some interval (71, T2), we derive that du™({r}) = 1
for some 7 € (172 — L, 71). From the definition of U(L,1), we obtain v = 1 a.e. in (71, 72),
showing (G.Ia). The constraint (5.1D) follows by a similar reasoning. Thus (u, z) satisfies
all conditions of U(L,1)®**, which shows that u belongs to the projection of U(L,1)*** to the
first coordinate.

ext

From the proof so far, it follows that the extended formulation U (L, 1)*** is compatible with
discretization provided that N is a multiple of £. A feasible value for ¢ can be computed
efficiently from the rational numbers L, [, and T, e.g., by multiplying the numerator of T'
with the denominators of L and [. We thus obtain that the extended formulation is weakly
compatible with discretization. o

As seen in the proof of Theorem [B.]], the refinement factor £ required to obtain a compatible
discretization does not depend on IV, but on the input consisting of L, [, and T". Even when
fixing IV, the number of necessary grid cells thus grows by a factor that is polynomial in these
numbers. In terms of L, [, and T, we thus only obtain a pseudopolynomial algorithm for
solving the refined discretizations. However, at least for the extended formulation U (L, 1)®**
considered here, this is unavoidable, since even Condition (¢2) of Definition[B:3]is not satisfied
unless 7/n is an integer multiple of L and .
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6 Linear Switching Point Constraints

The minimum dwell-time constraints considered in the previous section form a special case
of linear switching point constraints. Since we assume U to be bounded in BV, (0,T;{0,1}),
each function u € U is defined by its finitely many switching points t1, ..., t,, i.e., the points
where the value of u changes; see [5], Section 3.2] for a formal definition. We assume again
that u starts being switched off and consider the set U(A,b) C BV,(0,T;{0,1}) consisting
of all functions u such that its switching points satisfy given linear inequalities At < b
for A € Q™*? and b € Q™. More precisely, taking into account that functions in L2(0,T)
are only defined up to null sets, we let u belong to U(A,b) if any only if there exists any
representative of u with switching points t1,...,t, satisfying At < b.

For simplicity, we assume that the constraints At < bimply 0 < ¢; <--- <t, < T, so that u
switches up at t; for odd ¢ and down for even i. However, we do not require that any of the
inequalities 0 < t; < --- <t, < T be strict. It is thus allowed to switch up immediately at
zero, to switch multiple times at the same time point (so that the switchings neutralize each
other), or to leave some of the switchings to time point T' (so that they become irrelevant).
In particular, while the switching points uniquely determine u € BV, (0,7T;{0,1}), the vector
of switching points belonging to some given u € BV, (0,T;{0,1}) may not be unique.

6.1 Linearization

Different from the cases considered in the previous sections, there is no obvious linear formu-
lation of U(A,b) in the original space, due to the non-linear connection between the values
of the function u and the switching points of u. The following model describing U(A,b) by
the use of additional controls can thus be seen as a linearization of U (A, b):

U(A, b = {u € L2(0,T;{0,1}), 2, ..., 29 € L(0,T;0,1)):

(6.1a) Dz >0 foralli=1,...,0,
(6.1b) 2D <050 foralli=2,...,0,
(6.1c) u= Z(—l)”lz(i),
i=1
o T ‘
(6.1d) Zaﬁ/ (1—z20())dt <bj forall j=1,.. .,m} .
i=1 0

Note that the constraints (G.Id) fit into the framework of Condition (e2) of Definition B.1]
by considering the left and right hand side as constant functions. However, this formulation
contains binarity constraints on w. Still, we can show

Theorem 6.1. The projection of U(A,b)"™ to the first coordinate agrees with U(A,b).

Proof. Givenu € U(A,b), let t1,...,t, be a vector of switching points of u satisfying At < b.
Define z() := X, foralli=1,...,0. Then 2. 200 € BV,(0,T;[0,1]) and (6Ial),
(61D), as well as ([G.Id) are obviously satisfied. Moreover, we obtain

Sy —=0@)dt =t;

for all i = 1,...,0 by construction, so that (G.Id) reduces to At < b. In summary, we thus
have (u,z™M),...,2(?)) € U(A, b)in.

For showing the other direction, assume that (u, z(1), ..., 2(?)) € U(A,b)". First note that
constraint (6.1a), together with z(¥) € [0,1] a.e. in (—oo, T'), implies 2D |y (_ o0 ) < 1, s0
that |u|py(—oo,r) < 0 by ([GId). From the binarity of u, it follows that u has finitely many
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switching points 0 < t; < -+ < t, < T with r < ¢. Define t; ;=T fori=r—+1,...,0. It
remains to show that At <b.

For this, we first show by induction that z() = 0 a.e. in (—o0,t;) for i = o,...,1. If i is
even, we have z9) = 0 a.e. in (t;_1,t;) for j =i+ 1,...,0 by the induction hypothesis. So

from (6.1d) and (6.1L) we obtain

Tmu= M @ 43 672 L 6D 0 <1 — 20 qelin (1, 8)
S—— —_—
<1 <0 <0

and hence z(¥ = 0 a.e. in (t;_1,t;). Using (G.1a), this implies 2(*) = 0 a.e. in (o0, ;). Now
let 7 be odd. Then

0=u=2-0_,2 Lt L(=2) _ (i—1) —|—Z(i) > 2 a6 in (tie1,t)
——— ——

>0 >0

and hence z(Y) = 0 a.e. in (¢;_1,%;), which again implies 2(*) = 0 a.e. in (—o0,#;) by (G.1al).
We next show z(®) = X(t;,r) inductively for i = 1,...,0. First, let i be odd. By (G.1d),
we have 1 = u = 2() a.e. in (ti,ti+1), since by the induction hypothesis 2U) =1 forj <i
and we have already shown zU) = 0 for j > i. Thus z() = X(t;,7)- Similarly, for even i we
obtain 0 = u = 1— 2@ on (t;,%;41) and hence again z(*) = 1 a.e. in (t;_1,;), showing again
that Z(Z) = X(t;,T)*

In summary, we have fOT(l —20(t))dt =t; foralli =1,...,0, so that (G.Id) implies At < b
and hence u € U(A4,D). O

A closer look at this proof reveals that the main difficulty was to derive the binarity of the
auxiliary controls 2™, ..., 2(?) yielding 29 = x(, 7. If binarity of 21, ..., 2() is required
directly in the model, then the above result follows much more easily.

In terms of Definition B} the set U(A,b)!"™™! resulting from replacing {0,1} by [0, 1]
in U(A,b)" satisfies Condition (e2). Moreover, the resulting model is small, assuming
that A and b are part of the problem input, and compatible with discretization, since
each u € U(A,b)n can have switching points only in {0,%,..., (N — 1)L}, so that the
construction in the proof of Theorem Gl yields 2V, ..., 2(?) € L2(0,T)y. Hence, an obvious
question is whether U(A,b)"! is an extended formulation for conv(U(A,b)), i.e., also
satisfies Condition (el). The answer to this question is negative. In fact, even for the special
case of minimum dwell-time constraints considered in the previous section, the model (6-1))
does not yield a complete description.

Ezxample 6.2. To see this, consider the minimum dwell-time instance defined by T' =4, L = 2,
and [ = 0, so that (6.1d) essentially reduces to fOT(z(l)(t)—z(Q)(t)) dt > 2. Let u = 200 —2(2)
with z(1) = X@,r) and 22 = %X@T). Then (u, 2V, 2(?)) satisfies all constraints in (G.1])
except for the binarity of w, but v ¢ conv(U(L,!)), since all elements of the latter set
satisfy u(2%) > u(13) — u(2). O

However, it is possible to model the constraints z — V(z) < w and z — Vi(2) < 1 — Vj(u)
of the extended formulation U(L,)"™ in the variable space of (6.0)): using z = 3", _4q 2?

—u= (@ i
and hence z —u =3, . 2", we obtain

Z 20 < Z Vi (z™), Z 20 <14 Z Vi(z®)

1 even i odd 7 odd 1 even

as another extended formulation for the case of dwell-time constraints.

In the following section, we try to convince the reader that a small extended formulation
which is compatible with discretization most likely does not exist for general linear switching
point constraints, even in the weak sense of Definition
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6.2 Negative Results

We now show that a small and compatible extended formulation cannot exists for general
linear switching point constraints unless P = NP. Using Theorem B4 it suffices to show that
it is NP-complete to decide whether U (A, b) y # () for given A and b. For all hardness proofs,
we use reductions from the following elementary decision problem:

(BPF) Given B € Q™*™ and d € Q™, does there exist some x € {0,1}" with Bz < d?

It is well-known that (BPF) is NP-complete [10]. We first show

Theorem 6.3. Assume that T € Q4+, o,m € N, A € Q™*?, b€ Q™, and N € N are part
of the input. Then it is NP-complete to decide whether U(A,b)n # 0.

Proof. We show the statement by reduction from (BPF). For this, we set T = n and o = 2n.
Forall: =1,...,n, we add the switching point constraints 9,1 =i —1and i — 1 < t9; < 1.
In words, the control u switches up at 0, then down again between 0 and 1, up again at 1,
and so on. So far, all these switchings are independent. We will model the variable x;
by t2; — (i — 1) € [0,1]. Substituting all z; in Bx < d by these expressions, we obtain
another set of linear constraints in ¢, which we add to the switching point constraints. This
concludes the construction of A and b, which can obviously be done in polynomial time.

Now let N = n. Then all switching points of u belong to {0, ...,n}, hence t9;—(i—1) € {0,1}
and t9; — (1 — 1) = w;. Thus, by construction, the given instance of (BPF) has a feasible
solution if and only if U(A,b)n # 0. Clearly, the problem of deciding whether U(A4,b)y is
non-empty belongs to NP, the certificate being an element of U(A,b)y. O

Now using Theorem [6.3] and Theorem 3.4l considering, e.g, the objective function ¢ = 0, we
immediately obtain

Corollary 6.4. A small extended formulation of U(A,b) that is compatible with discretiza-
tion does not exist unless P= NP.

The proof of Theorem [6.3] relies on the possibility to choose the grid size N in the reduction,
i.e., on the fact that N is part of the input. When keeping the same instance but considering
finer grids, it is no longer true that u must be constant between ¢ —1 and 7. Indeed, assuming
that N is a multiple of T', the function u can switch at any point (i— 1)+j% forj=0,..., %
Thus tg; — (i — 1) is no longer binary, but can take any value in {]% :7=0,..., %} Hence,
for large enough N, any vertex of the polytope {z € [0,1]": Bx < d} can be represented
by x; = to; — (1 — 1) since A and b are rational, so that the decision whether U(A,b)y # 0
reduces to deciding feasibility of a linear program, which can be done in polynomial time.
In other words, Theorem[6.3] does not rule out the existence of a small extended formulation
for U(A,b) that is only weakly compatible with discretization.

Ezxample 6.5. It can happen that different discretizations of the same problem are tractable
or NP-hard depending on the choice of N, and the two situations may even alternate. As
an example, consider the following fractional version of the vertex cover problem: given a
simple graph G = (V, E), v € N and K € Q, decide whether there exists a solution z € RV

of
Z'L}GV Loy S K
Tp+ 2w > 1 V(v,w) € E
z, € [0,1] YveV

such that all entries of 2 are integer multiples of 1/y. Theorem shows that this problem
can be reduced to deciding whether U(A,b)y = () with N = n, for appropriate A and b.
Since the vertex cover polytope is half-integral, meaning that all vertices have entries being
multiples of 1/2, the above problem reduces to a linear program for even ~. For the prob-
lem constructed in the proof of Theorem [6.3] it can thus be decided in polynomial time
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whether U(A,b)y # () whenever N is an even multiple of n. However, the same decision
problem turns NP-complete when N is an odd multiple of n. For this, it suffices to show
that the above fractional vertex cover problem is NP-complete for all odd values of ~y, which
is done in Appendix [Al O

However, by adding an objective function to the problem, we can show that even a weakly
compatible extended formulation for U(A,b) cannot exist in general.

Theorem 6.6. A small extended formulation for U(A,b) that is weakly compatible with
discretization cannot exists unless P= NP.

Proof. Consider the problem

T
min /0 c(t)u(t) de
st. ueU(AD)

(6.2)

for the function ¢ € L?(0,T) defined by ¢(t) = 3 — (¢ — [¢]). Then cy can be computed
efficiently for each N and the discretized problem reads

min + CN )ill;
st. ueRYN, e Uyn(AD).

It suffices to show that (BPF) can be polynomially reduced to Problem (63) for N = £(n)n
whenever £(n) is polynomial in n. Indeed, under the assumption that a small and weakly
compatible extended formulation exists, this yields an efficient algorithm for deciding (BPF)
as follows: First, choose M = n and efficiently compute some £ as in Definition [3.3l Since ¢
is required to be polynomial in M, we would then have that (BPF) can be polynomially
reduced to Problem (G3) for N = M, and by the compatibility assumption, Problem (6.3))
can be solved in polynomial time for this N. This implies that (BPF) can be solved in
polynomial time and hence P = NP.

In order to construct the desired polynomial reduction, let an instance of (BPF) be given
by B € Q™*"™ and d € Q™. We define T, o, and the switching point constraints exactly as
in the first part of the proof of Theorem[6.3] We now claim that the given instance of (BPF)
is feasible if and only if the constructed instance of Problem (G3]) for N = ¢(n)n has an
optimal value of zero. For this, the objective value of u € RY with @ € Un(A,b) can be

computed as follows: for ¢ =1,...,n, we have
£(n) (t2i—(i—1))¢(n)
D (N - vetmit-nem+i = Yo (en)mnem+
Jj=1 j=1
toq
= / c(t) dt
i—1
to;—(1—1)
= (A —t)dt
0

= Yo — (i = 1)) (1= (tzs — (i = 1)),
so that

n n

cyu = ZZ e(n) 43 U= 1)E(n)

=1

= 33 (ta— (i = 1) (1= (t2i — (i — 1)) -

i=1

17



The latter expression is always non-negative, since to; — (i—1) € [0,1] forall i = 1,...,n. It
follows that all u € U(A, b) y have a non-negative objective value in the constructed instance,
and the objective value is zero if and only if ¢3; — (i — 1) € {0,1} for all i = 1,...,n. This
concludes the proof. O

A closer look at the proof of Theorem reveals that the difficulty of linear optimization
over U(A,b)y does not stem from the binarity of the switch w, but from the non-convex
relation between the switching points of u and the value of u at a given point ¢ € [0, T].
This however does not rule out the existence of small and compatible extended formulations
in special cases, as shown by Theorem [B.11
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A Fractional vertex cover

We claim that for odd v € N, the following decision problem is NP-complete: given a simple
graph G = (V, E) and K € Q, decide whether there exists a solution z € Q" of

ZUGV € S K
Ty +Ty > 1 V(v,w) € E
(v-VO)
z, € [0, YweV
T, € % YoeV.

To show this claim, we reduce the NP-complete decision variant of the (ordinary) vertex
cover problem to the above problem. So given an instance of the vertex cover problem,
e, a graph G' = (V' E') and K’ € N, we construct G = (V, E) from G’ as follows: for
each v € V/, we add three new vertices v(!), v v®) and four new edges

(0, oMY, (0D, v®), (@, v®), (4 D) |

In words, we add a triangle T, for each vertex v € V' and connect it to v by a bridge. We
now claim that G’ has a vertex cover of size at most K’ if and only if (;-VC) has a solution
for G and K := %K’ +2|V7].

First assume that S C V' is a vertex cover of G’ with |S| < K'. Then the following vector is
a solution of (=VC)): set z, = 'YH forve SU{vM,v®: v e V'} and x, = 'y_;l otherwise.
Indeed, it is easy to verify that x satisfies the covering constraints. For the cardinality
constraint, we have

D wy =S|+ 2V )+ (VI = IS+ V) = LS| + 2V < K .
veV

For the other direction, let z € QY solve (1=VC). We may assume a1, = 'Ynyl forallv e V',
Indeed, using a smaller value does not allow to decrease the costs of covering T, while
contributing less to cover (v,v()). On the other hand, using a larger value increases the
costs of covering T, by at least as much as it would cost to increase z, instead. So we can

assume r, > 2=t for all v € V now. In particular, it suffices to choose x, < 'YQ—Jle to cover

2y
all edges in F/, hence

Ty €4 271,7;;1} Vo eV’

without loss of generality. Then it is easy to verify that the set S :={veV:x, = 72_4;1} is

a vertex cover of G’ of size at most K'. O
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